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may be approached. Defenders of the faith and disciples of unbe- 
lief are often looking at the same reality from different angles of 
vision. 

Henry T. Colestock. 
Madison, Wis. 



The Scientific Evidences of Revealed Religion. The Bishop 
Paddock Lectures for the Year 1 900. By Charles Woodruff 
Shields. New York: Scribner, 1900. Pp. xvi + 259. 
Si. SO. 

This series of lectures was evidently named on the lucus a non 
lucendo principle; firstly, they are not scientific; secondly, the evidence 
they present will be rejected as not competent by any judicial mind ; 
and thirdly, the "evidences" are presented, not to establish or defend 
religion at all, but to support the theory of inspiration held by the 
author. The first statement and the last may be amply justified by 
some quotations, which, though fragmentary, are not garbled. The 
italics are mine : 

Logically, if not morally, we are as much bound by the geological writ- 
ings of Moses as by the theological writings of St. Paul, even though we 

should like neither or think one less important than the other Both 

[scientific and religious truth] are so implicated and combined in the biblical 
system that they must stand or fall together (p. 16). — Begin by admitting 
error into the written Word of God .... it would become, sooner or later, 
not worth the paper on which it is printed (p. 21). — The only just, wise, 
and safe position for us to take is that .... the divine revelation contained 
in the Scriptures, so far as ascertained and ascertainable, cannot but be infal- 
lible and inerrant It does not teach any theories in astronomy, geology, 

and other sciences ; nor does it teach any errors in astronomy, geology, 
or other sciences (p. 22). — Even if the author of Genesis shared the 
geological errors of his age, as he may have done, yet there is no trace of 
them imparted in the revealed history of creation (p. 28). — It is time to 
protest against such speculations [by critics as to composition of biblical 
books] .... because, in a word, they are either not proved or not worth 
proving (p. 37). 

Such an attitude is more than unscientific ; it is immoral, and there- 
fore essentially irreligious. Dogmatism and dilemmas of this sort cause 
more thinking men to reject the Bible than they can ever win of the 
thoughtless to an unintelligent acceptance of it. 

The evidential portions of the book adduce : (1) the testimony of 
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scientific men to the accord of the Bible with science ; (2) the agree- 
ment of scientific facts with revealed truths ; (3) the provisional agree- 
ment of scientific theories with revealed doctrines ; (4) the comparison 
of the miracles of revealed religion with the marvels of modern science 
(I use the author's phrases). 

As to the first, the citations show that all is grist that comes to 
Dr. Shields' mill; discrimination in "authorities" there is none. 
Furthermore, the men and literature quoted are almost without excep- 
tion from the middle of the last century ; scarcely a living man or a 
current book is named. When the rapid aging of all scientific writing 
and thinking is borne in mind, this procedure is seen to be significant. 
It is not that modern scientific men are less authoritative or less 
religious — they never were as much so — but they are not now wasting 
time and effort to harmonize ideas developed in the childhood of the 
race with the scientific knowledge of the twentieth century. 

As to the second point, the agreement of the facts of science with 
the statements of the Bible, this seems to be the very matter at issue, 
and it is hardly convincing to have their agreement asserted and offered 
as evidence of agreement. 

The labor of showing the accord (provisional, be it noted) of revealed 
doctrines with scientific theories is only equaled by that of Sisyphus ; 
no sooner does the accord seem near than the theories change and the 
uphill task has to be resumed. Nothing less than eternal hope could 
sustain men in so toilsome an occupation, whose futility has been 
so repeatedly illustrated in the history of theology. 

Scientific marvels are cited as evidence of the credibility of biblical 
miracles. Even were the marvels and miracles parallel, and the argu- 
ment sound instead of being, as it is, a mere evasion, Dr. Shields can 
hardly be unaware that today the real issue as to miracles is purely one 
of historic evidence for the particular event. Those who reject the 
miracle of the swimming ax-head do so because historic evidence 
for it is lacking, and no suggestion that they perhaps "crossed the 
ocean last summer in a huge iron bowl which swam " has the least 
weight. 

On the whole, Dr. Shields convicts himself of an utter want of the 
scientific spirit. A candid, fair, and judicial attitude would far surpass 
in real religious efficiency the mistaken piety which defends the Bible 
on indefensible grounds. 

Charles Reid Barnes. 

The University of Chicago. 



